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The problem of 
and damage in 


limiting 


war is beginning to lock so 


* difficult and so expensive that 


some Pentagon officials are 


; Seriously proposing that the! 
: effort be all but abandoned. 


‘A choice among three pro- 


. ° posed alternatives to ‘continue 
: present damage-limitation ef 
_forts, scrap them or (as mili- 


tary leaders tend to urge) re- 
double them—must be made 


- Sometime next year, after 


tests of some weapons are 


. completed. « 


The ‘defense-policy decision 
now appears to be the most 
important and difficult the next 


' administration will face. 


If the damage-limiting efforts 
are abandoned it will mean that 
the United. States is putting full 
faith. in its ability to deter nu- 


, Clear war and avoid nuclear 
, accidents and misjudgments. 


- and sounded out the services on: Pentagon 
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Limited-war forces, in all of 
ithese alternatives, would be left! 
ithe same. | 

The final choice will not be) 
‘easy. A trade-off of lives for'| 
jmnoney— though it is the basic! 


‘business of everybody: in- the} 

. .- 1. .. . yPentagon—is never easy. : 
| If the faith is wel! placed the. A second  altérnative; otie! Whe new pressure Hoan Con- | 
jcountry might save $5 billion to beginning to be discussed in! gress and the White House to| 
[30 billion 2 year and no harm public, is to spend up to $25 cit the $50 billion annual de- 
idone. billion, spread over at least five :gorca budget, the proposed 


Tf a war somchow does start,|years, in- an effort to dit? improved damage-limiting 


By decision could doom 50 Gamage in America even more’ posture certainly is a bad bet. 


lie 0) min Aree eat he atte popes oe 
Pentagon studies indicate. "This would require a fallout, other hand, would provide a 


: a +. Substantial saving—though not 
| The official doubts about shelter program costing $3 to $5, nearly as much a Mr. Glipatric 


Secretary of Defense McNa- billion, an anti-missile missile. olaims, according to Pentagon 
mara’s present “damage-limit-!(the Nike-X) costing $15 to $20! budget experts. a 
; saiceainte : iHlion i 3 bomber, Nuclear-war forces, defensive 
ing strategy” were revealed by billion, an improved HOST wal ’ 

an article in the current For- defense costing $2 to $3 billion; and offensive, now cost about $8 


: = ty, billion a year. An extreme 
eign Affairs magazine by Ros-/aud possible more ICBMs {01 Gitpatric ection could save, at 


| best, $6.5 billion a year, 

i Within. the Pentagon these 
other arguments are offered in 
[support of the Gilpatric pro-! 
| posal: % 
; 1, Studies indicate that homb-' 
iers in the 1970s could save few 
‘American lives (by destroying: 
‘enemy weapons) compared with 
‘the thillions that inevitably. 
-would be lost in a war under. 
‘the best circumstances. 
. 2. We have too large an anti: 
-bomber force now. It was de-. 
.sigued in the ’50s to stop #! 
2,000-plane attack, but the Rus-{ 
sians could stage only a 200 
bomber raid today. 

| 3. The proposed moderniza-| 


well L. Gilpatric, who quit as| destroy enery missiles, 
‘Deputy Secretary of Defense on; With this program, plus exist- 
January 20. ; ing defenses, Pentagon analysts 
If the cold war eases a bit, he believe, this country could be 
said, the United States can drop reasonably sure of saving 130 
jsome of its weapons, changeliiion Americans even under 
some policies and save $12) the worst wat conditions. ° 


billion a year on defense. : Ae ee : 
. The weapons he would drop The third alternative, which 


would cut the ground “from {has just come to light, would 
under ‘the damagellimiting, Sacrifice the damage-limiting 
strategy, Pentagon analysts ES oa, 
say, oe : Gives C i 

Mr, Gilpatric is. not the only! ie clea ; Onl F 
‘informed: civilian -to: take the{ Defense officials do not dis 
proposal - seriously, wan ; : : 
Other officials,’ including My.}tic’s article — which obviously 
McNamara, have. explored them‘ Was started before he left the 
though “the mant- 


‘changes in ‘the basic nuclear-, script did not reach the publish- 


inning . selt 
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war policies, [er until after he left’ ~ gives a 
Here are the three choices clear outline, 
‘facing the United States: + This plan would drop long. 
| First, keep the present mod: ‘range ‘bombers and reduce 
erate damage-limiting policyiICBMs to a Minuteman and 
land weapons. This would retain! Polaris force “capable of de- 
ithe “‘no-city” nuclear-war stra-}stroying the centers of Soviet 
itegy designed, Mr. McNamarajand’ Chinese Communist 
lhas said, to give the Russian aisociety,” 
‘powerful incentive to avoid| 
‘hitting American cities during ats used normally by persons 
war, and to keep a fairly ade- advocating a “pure-cily” target 
quate array of long-range mis- ing system. Some top Pentagon 
siles and bombers and a home officials say Mr. Gilpatric could 
defense against a missile-bom-agt possibly want to abandon 
ber attack. ; tbe no-city strategy (“It would 
The existing force, almost allbe our. only reraaining hope 
civilian and military defenseduring a war,” one oificial 
officials are convinced, -couldaid), but informed — defense 


é +, officials read it differently. 
deter the Russians from.a delib- Manned interceptors would be. 


erate, attack: and will save “phased out”; there would be | 


‘scores: of “millions. of lives dur-no effort at a missile defense; 
ing some unpredictable war —enemy bombers would be left 
oven if the no-city. strategy Goesyp to the existing American, 


however. | cuss the details, but Mr. Gilpal-: 
{ 


avoid! ‘This phrase of Mr. Gilpatric’s; 


[tion and expansion of our de- 
ifensive forces may be technical- 
ily or politically impossible. The 
jNike-X may not work: shelters 
mey be voted down in Con- 
gress; Americana ICBMs may, 
‘not be able to locate and des- 
troy enemy ICBMs. 


{ 
| 


t 
i Arguments Against 

The arguments against drop-- 

ping the damage-lirniting policy 
| are these: : 
| 1. No President can risk: 
;millions of American lives on! 
ithe assumption that general 
‘war can successfully be de- 
‘ferred. 
' 2, Jt will, be clear within a 
‘year thal the new weapons will. 
work, and that Congress will 
approve shelters. 

3. Abandonment of the dam- | 
age-limitation effort would force | 
‘the United States to withdraw | 
its promise to help defend Eu- 


not work...‘ -. surface-to-air missile force: the 


rope, if necessary, with strate- 
-§ill cripple 


